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MODERN LANGUAGE NOTES. 



Baltimore, May, 1901. 



THE FRENCH CONDITION CON 

TRARY TO FACT 
In the earliest French monuments, the unreal 
condition both present and past is expressed 
by the use of the subjunctive in the protasis 
and apodosis. Later, the subjunctive disap- 
pears entirely in the present unreal condition 
and, in part, in the past unreal condition. 
This change of syntax renders necessary a 
historical examination of the French con- 
dition contrary to fact, in order to trace first 
the gradual disappearance of the subjunctive 
and, in the second place, to note the con- 
structions by which the subjunctive has been 
supplanted. In the present paper such a 
study has been made on the basis of the ma- 
terial collected from an examination of repre- 
sentative French authors,* ranging from the 
eleventh century to the present time. While 
the list of texts here examined is by no means 
exhaustive, it may be considered as fairly 
representative. I have examined few texts 
later than the sixteenth century for the reason 
that most of the changes in the construction 
in question took place before that time. 
I. 

EXAMPLES OF OCCURRENCE IN THE TEXTS 

EXAMINED. 

A. Present condition contrary to fact. 
a. Imperfect subjunctive in the protasis and 
apodosis : 

£ Deus, dist il, bels reis qui tot govemes, 

Se tei ploust ici ne volsise estre (A, 41 ab). 

Fust 1 li Reis n'i oiissum damage (C, I. 1102). 

De la joieassez vos contasse, 

Se ma parole n'i gastasse (J, 1. 2393). 

Je oi la fors et grant noise et grant cri ; 

S'or eiissions bons destriers arrabis, 

Ja oississions la fors tot adttmis 

Por nos vengier de 110s max enemis (0, 1. 3795). 

Se j* osasse amer, 

Volentiers amasse (P, II, 65, 11). 

Se carmes et herbes vausissent, 

Jam^s amors ne departissent (T, 1. 1321). 

Et ce ie faillir ne cuidasse, 

x In cases where it seemed to be a sufficient test of an 
author's usage, I have examined only one volume of his 
works. 



De sa biautei vos devisaisse (V, 1. 188). 
Si bataille perdue fust reprouche, on ne 
Luy feist pas tel honneur (Z, 45). 

b. Imperfect subjunctive in the protasis and 
conditional in the apodosis : 

Dist Guillelmes d'Orenge : " E, sainz Pieres, aiue I 

Car la tenisse en France, et Bertrans si i fusset, 

A pis et a martels sereit aconsetie I '* (B, I. 326). 

Mais bien dist que M mars d'argent 

An grant pois vorroit avoir m»s 

Se cil fust autant sez amis 

Qui sa gent avoit fait la honte, 

Que il estoit amis au conte (Q, I. 5277). 

S'il fuissent andui present, 

Pais fereient a tel parlement (K, p. 5). 

c. Imperfect indicative in the protasis and 
conditional in the apodosis : 

£ tuz tens durereit, 

Se li soleilz n' esteit. 

Nuit est tute pleniere 

La u nen at lumiere ; 

E tuz tens durereit, 

Se li soleilz n' esteit (E, 1. 316). 

Et se je pooie amander 

La mort don je n'ai rien forsfet, 

Je l'amanderoie sans plet (J, 1. 1992). 

Or te di bien, mielz amereie 

Tun sul engin, se jeo l'aveie, 

Que eels dunt ai ma puche pleine (K, xcviii, 33). 

Et s'ele estoit ja ci, je l'arderoie 

Eu un fu (L, to, 55). 

Se le tenoie as puins, por le chite de Blaives 

Ne le rendroie mie a mon frere carnable (M, I, 424). 

Et, s'avoye fieurs et marjolaine. 

Par despit je les deschiroye (DD, I. 599), 

Si j' avois du papier 

De rames un millier, 

Et qu'il ne fust trop tard, 

Comme a mon amy seur, 

T'escrirois de bon cueur (EE, p. 404), 

B. Past condition contrary to fact 

a. Imperfect subjunctive (=pluperfect sub- 
junctive) in the protasis and apodosis ; 

Se jo t'sousse la jus soz le degret, 

Ou as geut de longe enfermetet, 

Ja tote gent ne m'soussent torner 

Qu' emsembl' od tei m'ousse converset (A, 98a), 

Sempres caist, se Deus ne li aidast (C, 1. 3439). 

Petit por mon oste ieisse, 

Se cest don li escondeisse (J, 1. 265). 

Car se il te seust, ja ne t'osast tenpter 

Ne t'osast tralr ne faire en crois pener (N, 1. 598) . 

Quant ge le semi si flairier, 

Ge n'oi talent de repairier ; 

Ains m'aprochasse por le prendre, 

Se g'i osasse la main tendre (S, 1679). 
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b. Imperfect subjunctive (=pluperfect) in 
the protasis and the pluperfect subjunctive in 
the apodosis : 

Se me leust si t'ousse guardet (A, 98c). 
Si li Sires ne fust en nus, 

cum s'esdrecowent sur nus humes ; 
Puet eel estre vis o'dssent 

glut! nus (1), 123, 3). 

S 1 il an i eiist cine sestiers, 

S'eUst ele autel fet, ce cuit (J, l. 3008). 

Ja l'eiist mort s'il eust sa vertu (O, l. 1191). 

Se ne fust li fors de haubers, 

Molt l'eust de eel cop blechid (Q, l. 5379). 

Se ge l'eusse en ma baillie, 

II m'eust rendue la vie (S, 1. 1738). 

Se je bien me peiisse aidier. 

Moult eiisse eu de delit (U, 1. 802). 

c. Pluperfect subjunctive in the protasis and 
imperfect subjunctive (—pluperfect) in the 
apodosis : 

E si tu ne l'ouses fait, 

Deu apareillast tun regne sur 

Israel parmanablement (G, 13, 34). 

Se je a cort trove 1 l'eiisse, 

Ja requerre ne li seiisse 

Rien nule qui me fust veee (J, 1. 3703). 

Se deus eust mis auoc les biens 

Humilitei, n'i fausist riens (V, 1. 277). 

d. Pluperfect subjunctive in the protasis 
and apodosis : 

N'elissent pas eel mal ell, 

S'il ei!ssent cunseil crett (K, xvii, 27). 

Se l'eust fait . i . autre, ja l'eust comper<5 (M, 1, zzo), 

Mais s'il n'eiist prid merci el l'eiist mort (W, 1. 3506). 

Se nous y eussions entri? au point 

du jour, nous ne fussiens pas venus a nostre dit 
hauberge (Y, 233). 

Brief, se eusse sceu pellerinage 

Dont remede me fust venu 

Pour obvier a telle raige, 

J'y eusse est£ avant tout nu (DD, 1. 789). 

Mais si tu m'en eusses parle. 

Ton affaire en fust mieulx alld (££, p. 7). 

Si elle m'eust tenu bon, l'eusse 

assourdi touts mes amis (FF, i, 9, 44). 

L'Ane, s'il efit ose, se fiit mis en colere (JJ, ii, xix, 23). 

e. Pluperfect subjunctive in the protasis 
and conditional in the apodosis : 

Si mort l'eusse, a mort me turnereit (G, ii, 2, 33). 
Mult par sereie deslelals, 

trop sereie malvais e fals, se j, encuntre vostre 
sante' lur eusse le quer emb6 (K, lxx, 63). 

Si emsemble ellssent parle 1 

Tost en seroient acorde 1 (R, p. 5). 

J'estimerois la recompense ingrate, 

Si pour vous six eust travaillj sa teste (EE, p. 468). 



f. Pluperfect indicative in the protasis and 
conditional in the apodosis : 

S'ele s'en iert alee fors, 

Ne seroit pas au tel mastire (J, 1. 3538), 

Et se je l'avoie estei 

Pour Diu, le roi de maestei, 

Por voire amor le guerpiroie (Q, 1. 1189). 

Sy vous avoye meffait 

A vous, ma doulce amye, 

D'une espee en effect 

Je m'ousteroye la vie (CC, p. 101). 

Si tu n'avois servi qu'un meunier, comme moi, 

Tu neserois pas si malade (JJ, i, iv, 18). 
Oui, je, mourrais content du marchl qui me tue. 
Si je t'avais trouv^e au lieu de ta statue (NN, i, vi, 83). 

g. Pluperfect indicative in the protasis and 
conditional perfect in the apodosis : 

Tral avreie mun seignur, 
Ki m'a nurri desq' a cest jor ; 
Malement avreit enpleie 
Qu'il m'a nurri e afaitid, 
Se par ma guarde aveit perdu 
Ceo dunt il m'a lung tens peil (K, xx, 19). 
S'or aviez felonie enpense*, 
En petit d'ore m'avriez ja rue (O, 1. 2323). 
Je n'ai de vostre amor cure, 
Car je seux toute seure 
Et bien tie 

Ke se vos m'avies honnie 
Et si tolue m'onor, 

Bien tost m'avries guerpie (P, ii, 17, 27). 
Si j'avois su ea tantot.je 

N'aurois pas manque de les laver (HH, Dom Juan, ii, 2). 
Et si je n'avois eu que ma vie a deTendre, 
J'aurois su renfermer un souvenir si tendre (II, 1. 1209). 
S'ils avaient £t& blessds, il aurait 

Assurtment entendu quelque bruit (MM, p. 123, 1. 30). 
II. 

Risvui. 

The following table gives a resume 1 of the 
occurrences noted above. The capital letters 
represent the authors, and the numerals placed 
to the right represent the number of times a 
given construction occurs in the author men- 
tioned. If no numeral is expressed, the con- 
struction occurs only once in the text indicated. 
' Rule ' means that the construction given is 
found to the exclusion of competing construc- 
tions in the text indicated. 

A. Present condition contrary to fact. 

a. Imperfect subjunctive in the protasis and 
apodosis : 
A, 6, F, G,j3 16, K4, Ms 4) N° 4> O73, 

2 Cf. 899, 1102, 1717, 1760, 1769, 3764. 

3 Cf. 86, 144, 1488, 1525, 1626, 2393, 3238, 3913, 4041, 5234, 
5389,5727,5894,6426,6742,6768. 

4 Cf. Anhang ii, v, 8. 5 Cf. 461, 1142. 
6 Cf. 1326. 7 Cf. 3796. 
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P8 6, Q 2, S9 5. T", V 2, W» 2, Z™, AA*3 
rule, BB'43, CC153. 

b. Imperfect subjunctive in the protasis 
and conditional in the apodosis : 

B, K 5, P'6, Q, R'7, TJ*8, V'9, BB»o 4, CO. 

c. Imperfect indicative in the protasis and 
conditional in the apodosis : 

E 22 2, J23 24, K2412, L^srule, M««7, N274, 
0=82, P2928, S4,T3o 10, U3- 11, V 3, W 8, 
Z32 6, BB 3, CC 12, DD rule, EE 14, FF rule, 
GG rule, HH rule II rule, JJ rule, KK rule, 
LL rule, MM rule, NN rule. 

B. Past condition contrary to fact. 

a. Imperfect subjunctive (=pluperfect) in 
the protasis and apodosis : 

A 33 rule, C34 2, F, J3S 14, K36, M37, N rule, 
P3» 2, Q rule, R, S39 2, Un V. 

b. Imperfect subjunctive (^pluperfect) in 
the protasis and the pluperfect subjunctive in 
the apodosis : 

C41 2, D42, J43 7, M44 2, N45, P46 2, Q47 2, 
S4» 2, U49 2, EEso 2. 

c. Pluperfect subjunctive in the protasis 

8 Cf. i, 52, 60; ii, 3, 34; ii, 9, 13; ii, 44, 50; ii, 61, 35; ■'» 
65, 11. 

9 Cf. 1314, 1661, 2512. 10 Cf. 1321. 
11 Cf. 682, 1009. 12 Cf. 49. 

13 Cf. G. T. 16, G. T. 18, G. T. 26, G. T. 114, xiii, a. 

14 Cf. ci, 15 ; cii, 2 ; cxxxi, 3. 15 p. 66. 

16 Cf. iii, 17, 21. 17 Cf. p. 5. 18 Cf. 1622. 
19 Cf. 564. 20 Cf. xciv, 5. 21 Cf. p. 115. 

22 Cf. 316, 320. 

23 Cf.625, 1001, 1501, 1503, 1781, 1992,2273,2276,2528,2582, 
4080, 4622, 4778, 5163, 5171, 5545, 5557, 5954, 5975, 6008, 6256, 
6294, 6579, 6792. 

24 Cf. xi. 23; xvi, 14; xxiv, 23; xxv, 12; xxxviii, 9; xcviii, 33. 

25 Cf. 2, 38; 6, 42; 12, 9; 14, 30; 22, 21; 24, 31 ; 25, 13 ; 40, 
14; 4», 20. 

26 Cf. 98, 424, 1428. 27 Cf. 118, 1646. 

28 Cf. 3219, 4111 (compound of conditional used). 

29 Cf. ii, 46, 34; ii, 47, 17; ii, 66, 46. 

30 Cf. 1521, 3275. 31 Cf. 327, 1230. 

32 Cf. 49, 55, 94. 33 Cf. 84c, 9oce 98ad, 98e. 

34 Cf. 3439, 3441. 

35 Cf. 267, 435, 2111, 3021, 3207, 3317, 3331, 4021, 4245, 5377, 
5865, 6055. 

36 Cf. lxx, 68. 37 Cf. 2021 . 

38 Cf. i, 57, 22; iii, 51, 47. 39 Cf. 1681, 1872. 

40 Cf. 1446. 41 Cf. 691, 1728. 42 Cf. 123, 1. 

43 Cf. 941, 177°. 2898, 3008, 3643, 3933, 6279. 

44 Cf. 447, 1605. 45 Cf. 2044. 

46 Cf. i, 21, 26; i, 39, 66. 47 Cf. 2818, 5379. 
48 Cf. 1737, 2879. 49 Cf. 391, 802 . 
50 Cf. pp. 235, 382. 



and imperfect subjunctive (=pluperfect) in the 

apodosis : 

B51, G52, J 53 7, K54, N55, P56, U57, Vs8, W, 

LL59. 

d. Pluperfect subjunctive in the protasis 
and apodosis : 

J60 2 , K61 3, M°2, O63, S64 3, W65 4, Y«6 2, 
AA67 rule, CC 3, DD rule, EE°8 „, FF rule, 
GG«9 2, JJ 5, KK70, LL 7, MM 71 2, NN72. 

e. Pluperfect subjunctive in the protasis 
and conditional in the apodosis : 

D73, G74, K 75 s, R76, CC77, EE78, GG79, II 80 2 , 
JJ 4, KK81 3, LL 5, MM 4, NN82 s . 

f. Pluperfect indicative in the protasis and 
conditional perfect in the apodosis : 

P 5. Q 8 3, CC84, EE85, JJ 3, LL86, NN. 

g. Pluperfect indicative in the protasis and 
conditional perfect in the apodosis : 

K87, 088, pas, HH90 rule, II91, JJ 2, KK92 3, 
LL 6, MM, NN. 

h. Pluperfect indicative in the protasis and 
pluperfect subjunctive in the apodosis : 
LL93, MM94. 

51 Cf. 689. 52 Cf. i, 13, 34, 

53 Cf. 1235, 1365, 2931, 3703, 5780, 6342. 

54 Cf. iii, 36. 55 Cf. 2843. 
56 Cf. iii, 52, 63. 57 Cf. 419. 

58 Cf. 277. 59 Cf. p. 8, 1. 17. 

60 Cf. 5089,6111. 

61 Cf. viii, 28; lxxii, 115; lxxxix, 19. 

62 Cf. no. 63 Cf. 1191. 

64 Cf. 1618, 3020, 4163. 65 Cf. 213, 1939, 3506. 

66 Cf. p. 57. 

67 Cf. G. T. 21, G. T. S5, G. T. 73. 

68 Cf. pp. 7, i2, 181. 69 Cf. pp. no, 257. 

70 Cf. p. 210, 1. 5. 71 Cf. p. 8, 1. 18; p. 39, 19. 

72 Cf. L'AventuriLre ii, 4, 47. 

73 Cf. 105, 22 (where the imperfect subjunctive equals the 
pluperfect). 

74 Cf. ii, 2, 33. 

75 Cf. xxx, 29 (see note 73); lxi, 31; lxii, 13; lxx, 40; lxx, 63. 
76Cf.p. 5. 77 Cf. p. 33. 

78 Cf. p. 173. 79 Cf. p. 78. 

80 Cf. Athalie, 1. 724. 

81 Cf. p. 98, 1. 19; p. no, 1. 26; p. 112, 1. 32. 

82 Cf. L'Aventuriere, ii, 8, 34. 

83 Cf. 1191. 84 Cf. p. 101. 

85 Cf. p. 508. 86 Cf. p. 203, 1. 25. 

87 Cf. xx, 21. 88 Cf. 2323. 

89 Cf. ii, 17, 30. 

90 Cf. Dom Juan, ii, 2, 58; ii, 3, 36; iv. 5, 17. 

91 Cf. Iphigcnie, 1. 1209. 

92 Cf. p. 123, 1. 5; p. 165, 1. 15; p. tee, 1. 27. 

93 Cf. La Petite Fadette, p. 165, 1. 30. 

94 Cf. p. 165, 1. 27. 
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III. 

Discussion. 

A. Origin of the subjunctive in the Old 

French unreal condition.^ 

The use of the subjunctive in the protasis 
and apodosis of the present and past condition 
contrary to fact in the earliest French texts is 
a survival of the Latin, where the imperfect ° 6 
subjunctive was used when the condition re- 
ferred to present time 97 and the pluperfect 9 8 
subjunctive when the condition related to the 
past. 

The conditional 99 began to supplant the 
subjunctive in the apodosis of the present con- 
dition contrary to fact about the middle of the 
eleventh century. "» The substitution of the 
imperfect indicative in the protasis appears 
first in Philippe de Thaon, 10 ' who wrote at the 
beginning of the twelfth century. '<» However, 
the subjunctive did not disappear entirely in 
such constructions until the seventeenth cen- 
tury, 1 ^ and even persisted later, in cases 
where one clause was suppressed. '°4 

In the unreal condition referring to the past, 
the imperfect subjunctive was used for the plu- 
perfect until the latter part of the thirteenth, 

95 Cf. C, 1. 110a : Fust f li Reis, n'i oiissum damage. 

96 Cf. Si haberem, darem. 

97 The use of the past tenses in present unreal conditions 
is a problem of syntax that has never been satisfactorily ex- 
plained. However, as the French borrowed the construction 
from the Latin, its solution must be sought in the Latin and 
not in the French. Suffice it to say that the French goes a 
step further than the Latin and uses the pluperfect in con- 
ditions relating to the present (Fust i li Reis, n'i onssum 
damage). This is due to the fact that the Latin pluperfect 
has become the French imperfect subjunctive. For sug- 
gestions in regard to the reason for the use of the past for the 
present in this construction compare Zeitschrift fur Koman- 
ische Philologie, xiv, 23-24. 

98 Cf. Si haiuissen, dedissem. 

99 Cf. Resume, p. 130. 

100 Cf. B, 1. 326 : Dist Guillelmes d'Orenge : " E Sainz 
Pieres, aiue I 

Car la tenisse en France, et Bertrans si i fusset, 
A pis et a martels sereit aconseUc ] " 

101 Cf. E, 1. 316 : 

E tuz tens durereit, 
Se li soleilz n' esteit. 

102 In regard to the date of the substitution of the indica- 
tive for the subjunctive here, compare A. Haase, Syntaxe 
Fraxfaise du xvii. Steele, Paris, 1898, §66 A, 114. 

103 Cf. Se ne craignisse aultre que Dieu, je vous ostasse le 
quaquet (Morality de Charlie', Ancien Tkidtre Francois, 
HI, 348). 

104 Cf. Haase, op. cit, 1F66A. 



or the beginning of the fourteenth century. >°5 
Haase is wrong, however, in intimating that 
this was the only way in which the pluperfect 
idea was expressed during this lime. 10 * As 
early as the eleventh century the pluperfect 
appears in one clause, sometimes in the pro- 
tasis, "°7 and sometimes in the apodosis, 108 the 
imperfect subjunctive still being kept in the 
other clause, but used in the sense of the plu- 
perfect. The pluperfect in both clauses dates 
from the second half of the twelfth century, 
the first example in the texts examined oc- 
curring in Marie de France. io 9 

In the past condition contrary to fact just as 
in the case of the unreal condition referring to 
the present, the first step in the disappearance 
of the subjunctive was the substitution of the 
conditional in the apodosis. The simple con- 
ditional occurred first in the conclusion of the 
unreal condition referring to the past in the 
first half of the twelfth century, 110 while the 
pluperfect indicative is found first in the pro- 
tasis in the second half of the twelfth cen- 
tury."' The pluperfect indicatiye in the pro- 
tasis with the conditional perfect in the apo- 
dosis appears first in the thirteenth century. "* 

In modern French the past condition con- 
trary to fact is expressed in four different 
ways "3 : (1) pluperfect indicative in the pro- 
tasis and conditional perfect in the apodosis"4; 
(2) pluperfect subjunctive in the protasis and 

105 Cf. R/sumS, p. 131. 

106 Cf. Haase, op. cit., §66B : " L'ancienne langue, dans la 
phrase hypothetique irrfylle se rapportant nupasse', employait 
dans les deux propositions I'imparfait du subjonctif qui, 
dans son acception primitive, eqtiivalait au plus-que-parfait 
du subjonctif moderne. Cet emploi subsista jusqu'au xiv. 
siccle, ou 11 commenca a faire place a un autre, celui du plus- 
que-parfait du subjonctif. 

107 Cf. G, 13, 14 : 

E si tu ne l'ousse fait, 

Deii apareillast tun regne sur 

Israel parmanablement. 

108 Cf. A, 98e : Se me leust si t'ousse guardet. 

109 Cf. xvii, 27: 

N'eussent pas eel mal eu, 

S'il eiissent censeil creii. 
no Cf. G, II, 2, 33 : Si mort I'eusse, a mort me turnereit. 
in Cf. J, 1. 3538 : 

S'ele s'en iert alee fors, 

Ne seroit pas au tel martire. 

112 Cf. p. 21. Compare also Haase, op. cit., {S66B. 

113 For the relative frequence of these four constructions 
in the texts examined compare R/sumt / , p. 131. 

114 Cf. Si j' avais eu, j' aurais donne 1 . 
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conditional perfect in the apodosis "5 ; (3) plu- 
perfect indicative in the protasis and pluperfect 
subjunctive in the apodosis 11 ^ ; pluperfect sub- 
j unctive in both clauses"7. 
C. Why the subjunctive of the Old French 
unreal condition was later supplanted 
by the indicative. 

1. Present condition contrary to fact. 

It will be observed that the Romance Lan- 
guages of to-day express this condition in 
different ways. The French "8 uses the im- 
perfect indicative in the protasis and the con- 
ditional in the apodosis, while the Spanish 1 ^ 
and Italian I2 ° use the subjunctive in' the pro- 
tasis, and conditional in the apodosis. The 
French has discarded the Latin subjunctive in 
both clauses, while the Spanish and Italian 
have kept it only in the protasis. The first 
step in the disappearance of the subjunctive in 
such constructions in French was the substi- 
tution of the conditional in the conclusion. 
Already in B'« the conditional has begun to 
supplant the subjunctive in the apodosis. It 
is even probable that there have been sporadic 
examples of the conditional in the conclusion 
of hypothetical sentences referring to the fu- 
ture«» since about the beginning of the Popular 
Latin period. "3 

a. Why the conditional was substituted for 
the subjunctive in the apodosis. 

aa. Foth "4 and Willers «s attribute the in- 
troduction of the conditional in the second 
member of hypothetical sentences to the idea 
of duty and necessity expressed by it. 11 * They 
claim that the two members of such conditional 
sentences are naturally joined together by this 

115 Cf. Si y eusse eu, j' aurais donne. 

116 Cf. Si j' avais eu, j' eusse donn£. 

117 Cf. Si j' eussc eu, j' eusse donne. 

11S Cf. NN, iv, 7, 47 : Car s'ils en avaient plus, ils en fer- 
aient usage. 

119 Cf. Si tuviera, or tuviese, dinero compraria libros. 

iso Cf. Se Pavessi te lo darei. 

121 Cf. Resume, p. 130. 

12a Cf. Migne, vol. 39, 2114, 6: Sanare te hatelat deus, si 
covfitereris. 

123 Cf. Thielmann, Archiv Jilr Lateinische Lexikograpkii 
und Gratnmatik, ii, 187. 

124 Cf. Willers, Essai sur la formation et V etnploi syn~ 
taxigue du conditionnel/rangais, Emmerick, 1886, p. 17. 

125 Cf. op. cit, p. 17. 

i«6 Cf. Brunot, Qrammaire Historique de la Langne 
Francaise, Paris, 1889, JJ452. 



idea of necessity and obligation, and, hence, 
the substitution of the conditional, which has 
conveyed this meaning from the beginning, 
was a natural result. In regard to this ex- 
planation, Gessner says : "7 

"Aber wie erklart sich dann das spanische 
und portugiesische Plusquamperfekt, dem 
doch ein soldier Begriff der Modalitat nicht 
beiwohnl? Denn die von Foth {Homanische 
Sfudieu, Heft 8, p. 277) gegebene Deduktion 
ist doch zu gewunden als dass man sich ihr 
anschliessen konnte. Dann scheint es mir 
aber audi sehr unwahrscheinlich, dass das 
Imp. Fut., man audi infolge seiner Entstehung 
eine urspriinglicbe Eedeutung der Notwen- 
digkeit darin anzunehmen hat, diese so lange 
geualirt haben sollte, zumal das analog ge- 
bildete Futuruni den rein temporalen Sinn 
von den alteslen Zeiten an so unzweideutig 
erkennen lasst." 

bb. Burgatzcky"8 starts from the imperfect 
of the future in real conditions depending 
upon the preterit of a verb of saying, "9 and 
supposes that it passed from this construction 
into the apodosis of unreal conditions referring 
to the present. As an objection to this ex- 
planation of the substitution of the conditional 
for the imperfect subjunctive in the conclusion 
of the present condition contrary to fact, 
Gessnen3° asks why the imperfect indicative 
is not also used in the protasis of unreal con- 
ditions relating to the present, just as it is in 
the protasis of the real condition depending 
on a verb of saying. Why should this real 
condition affect the apodosis of the unreal 
condition and not the protasis, as is shown by 
the fact that the Spanish and Italian keep the 
the subjunctive in the protasis. 

cc. In regard to the use of the conditional 
in unreal conditions Gessner remarks^ : 

" Wenn namlich die Folge auch naturgemass 
an eine der Vergangenheit Ueberwiesene Be- 
dingnng ankniipft, so hatsie doch einen klaren 
Bezug auf die Gegenwart des Sprechenden, 
und urn diesen idealen Zusammenhang mit 
dem Jetzt anzudeuten, gab es schwerlich eine 
geeignetere Zeit als diejenige, welche von der 
Vergangenheit in die Zukunft vervveist ; denn 

127 Cf. Zeitschrift, xiv, note i to p. a8. 

128 Cf. Das Imparf. und Plusquamp . des Futurs im Alt- 
franzdsischen, Greifswald, 1885, p. 14. 

129 Cf. Li Venicien distrent que se il i aloent, li coram: de 
1'aigue les enmenroit contreval le Braz (Zeitschrift. 14, note 
t to p. 30). 

130 Cf. Zeit. t note 1 to p. 30. 

131 Cf. Zeitschrift, xiv, p. 30. 
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in dieser Riclitung liegt die Gegenwart; diese 
ist von der Vergangenheit aus angesehen ein 
Zukiinftiges." 

dd. On this point Thielmann^* says : 

" Der Leser wird schon langst gemerkt haben, 
dass es sich jetzt zur Erklarung des (eigent- 
lichen) roman. Kondicionalis nur noch um 
eine Substitution handelt, um die Auswechsel- 
ung einer alten Mfinze gegen eine neue. War 
einmal habere mit Inf. in der Umschreibung 
des Futurs soweit vorgeschritten, dass es sein 
Gebiet auch auf aktive Verba ausgedehnt 
halte, so konnte fur facturus eram das neue 
facere habebam eintreten, nicht nur in der 
Bedeutung 'ich war willens zu thun,' sondern 
auch im Sinne von ' ich hatte gethan ' im 
Nachsatz eines irrealen Kondicionalsatzes. 
Wahrscheinlich hangt diese Substitution auch 
mit dem Untergange des part. fut. act. zusam- 
men. Der reiche Segen, wie er in den drei 
gleichbedeutenden Ausdriicken facturus eram 
fui fuerant vorlag, wurde spater in der Weise 
verteilt, dass facturus fueram (=facere ha- 
buerani) als Irrealis der Vergangenheit beibe- 
ha\ten, facturus eram nberundf.fui(=facere 
habebam, habui) auf die Gegenwart bezogen 
wurden. Letzteres konnte um so leichter 
geschehen, als ja bei den Begriffen des Miissens 
und Sollens, zu denen doch habere mit. Inf. 
gehorte, der Ind. Imperf. zur Bezeichnung der 
Gegenwart im Nachsatz irrealer Kondicional- 
satze schon in klassischer Zeit ublich war : 
Cic. leg. Manil. § 50 guodsi Romce Cn. Pom- 
peius privatus esset hoc tempore, tamen ad 
tantum bellum is erat deligendus {=deligi 
habebat), id. Phil. 2, § 99 quern patris loco, si 
ulla in te pietas esset, colere debebas (das 
Nahere s. bei Foth, S. 263 ff.)." 

The strongest argument against the theory 
that facere habebam was substituted for fac- 
turus eram in the apodosis of the unreal con- 
dition is the fact that the subjunctives and 
not the conditional was used in such construc- 
tions in the earliest French texts. If such a 
substitution was made, why was it not made at 
the time when the French conditional (formed 
from the inf\nitive+ habebam) first began to be 
used ? According to Foth the conditional 
(<infit\itive-\-habebam) was already frequent 

132 Cf. Op. cit., ii, 190. 

133 Cf. Joseph Klapperich, Historische Entwickelung der 
Syntaktischen Verhaltnisse der Bedingungss&tze im Alt- 

franzosischen. (In) Franzosische Studien, vol. iii4, 17; 
Gustav Bussse, Der Conjunctiv im Altfranzbsischen Volks- 
epos, Kiel, 1880, p. 70; Richard Kowalski, Der Conjunctly 
bei Wace, Bresiau, 1882, p. 46; Karl Quiehl, Der Gebrauch 
des Konjunktivs in den altesten franzdsischen Sprachdenk- 
mdlern, Kiel, 1881, p. 38 ; Hermann Reichel, Syntaktische 
Studien m Villon, Leipzig-Reudnitz, 1891, p. 43. 



in ecclesiastical Latin in the third century. '34 
Now, if the facere habebam construction grew 
out of facturus eram, etc., one would naturally 
expect to find examples of facere habebam in 
the conclusion of the condition contrary to 
fact from the origin of the Romance conditional. 
While all of these suggestions are ingenious, 
they do not seem to solve in a satisfactory 
mannerthe problem under consideration. The 
conditional probably contained no idea of the 
present when it was first used in hypothetical 
sentences, but expressed a purely future con- 
ception in the form of the past. The fact that 
the conditional is the imperfect of the future 
does not exclude the idea of futurity. The 
simple future looks at the future from the 
present, while the conditional views it from 
the past. The use of the conditional in hypo- 
thetical sentences doubtless began in condi- 
tional sentences referring to the future, after 
the time when future conditions were expressed 
by the use of the past tenses. *35 Supporting 
this argument is a very old Latin example of 
the conditional used in a hypothetical sentence 
relating to the future.^ Then from the con- 
ditional sentence referring to the futures the 
conditional passed into present and past con- 
ditions. 

b. Why the imperfect indicative was sub- 
stituted for the imperfect subjunctive in the 
protasis. 

aa. Gessner'38 says that the presence of the 
conditional in the apodosis of unreal condi- 
tions caused the use of the indicative in the 
protasis. He says that the language felt a 
need of expressing both members of the con- 
ditional sentence by the use of the same 
mood, '39 and thinks that the unreal condition 
like si j'avais, je donnerais may have been 
fashioned on the real condition si j'ai,je don- 
nerai. 

While this suggestion of Gessner is ingenious, 

134 Cf. Bernhard Willers, op. cit., p. 13. 

135 Cf. S'il venait demain, je le lui donnerais. 

136 Cf. Sanare te habebat deus, si confiterens (Cf. Thiel- 
mann, op. cit., 187). 

137 Cf. C, 1805 : 

Se ve ssum Rollant, ainz qif il fust morz, 
Ensembl' od lui i durriums granz colps. 

138 Cf. Zeits, hnft, xiv, 33. 

139 Cf. L. Tobler in Zeitschrift fur Volkerpsycliologie, 
•i, 49. 
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it is open to criticism. If the indicative in the 
apodosis brought about the use of the indica- 
tive in the protasis of the French unreal con- 
dition, why is not the same law observed in 
Spanish'40 and Italian ?"4> Why does not the 
conditional in the apodosis drive out the 
subjunctive in the protasis of Italian and 
Spanish conditional sentences as well as in the 
French." 2 

The substitution of the imperfect indicative 
for the imperfect subjunctive in the protasis of 
the French present condition contrary to fact 
must be sought in the history of the language. 

In the first place, a careful study of the 
history of French syntax reveals a constant 
tendency to restrict the sphere of the subjunc- 
tive.^ Many verbs which were followed by 
the subjunctive in Old French are now followed 
by the indicative. An example of this is 
furnished by verbs of thinking and believing. 
The old form adder and the verbs penser and 
croire took the subjunctive in the old language, 
but take the indicative now. Especially no- 
ticeable is the gain of the indicative over the 
subjunctive in the imperfect tense. Not only 
has the imperfect subjunctive disappeared in 
hypothetical sentences assuming the supposed 
case as possible and in the unreal condition, 
but its disappearance in dependent clauses 
has been so marked in the popular speech 
that one scarcely hears to-day an imperfect 
subjunctive in the spoken French of Paris. 

A suggestion that might explain in a general 
way the disappearance of the imperfect sub- 
junctive in all of the cases indicated above is, 
to say that it was in keeping with the general 
tendency toward euphony. The majority of 
French verbs being of the first conjugation, 
the harsh ending in -asse predominated in the 
imperfect, and hence, there arose a tendency 
to discard this form and substitute others more 
euphonic. This change from the imperfect sub- 
junctive to the imperfect indicative doubtless 
began in popular speech, just as the disappear- 

140 Cf. Si tuviese darfa. 141 Cf. Se l'avessi te lo darei. 

143 The Provencal and Catalan also show the indicative in 
the protasis of unreal conditions. 

143 Cf. L. Cl.dat, Orammaire £le'mentiire de la Vieille 
Langue Fraticaise, Paris, 1885, § 462 : " I/ancienne langue 
employait le subjonctif dans beaucoup de cas ou nous met- 
trions aujourd'hui I'indicatif." 



ance of the imperfect subjunctive in dependent 
clauses to-day belongs to the language of con- 
versation. It is to be remembered that at the 
beginning of the twelfth century, the time at 
which we have noted the first examples of the 
indicative for the subjunctive in the conditional 
constructions in question, there were compara- 
tively few literary monuments in French and 
the majority of these were sung by Troubadour 
poets from court to court. Hence, there was 
no literary standard as there is to-day, the 
spoken language still predominating. 

Favoring the supposition that the substitu- 
tion of the imperfect indicative in the unreal 
condition is due in part to the general tendency 
toward euphony is the fact that in the unreal 
condition relating to the past the subjunctive 
is still possible. Here the auxiliaries avoir 
and itre indicate the subjunctive and hence 
the harsh ending in -asse is avoided. For in- 
stance, one can say si j'e I'eusse eu, je I'eusse 
dontie without violating the law of euphony. 

While this general tendency towards eu- 
phony rendered easy the disappearance of the 
imperfect subjunctive in any construction, there 
is a still more specific reason for its loss in the 
unreal condition referring to the present. In 
the first place, it is to be observed that, while 
in Latin si was followed by the present '44 and 
perfect "45 subjunctive in a condition assuming 
the supposed case as possible, by the imper- 
fect 14° and pluperfect 147 subjunctive in the 
present and past condition contrary to fact, 
in the earliest French texts these were all ex- 
pressed by si with the imperfect subjunctive, I 48 
the imperfect having been used for the plu- 
perfect until the latter part of the thirteenth or 
the beginning of the fourteenth century. In 
other cases si was usually followed by the 
indicative. There were many constructions 
where the simple tenses of the indicative 

144 Cf. Dies deficiat, si velim causam defendere. 

145 Cf. Improbe feceris, nisi monueris. 

146 Cf. Si haberem, darem. 

147 Cf. Si habuissem, dedissem. 

148 Cf. Hi : E si aucuns meist main en celui ki la mere 
iglise requereit, si ceo fust u evesque u abeie u iglise de re- 
ligiun, rendist ceo qu'il avreit pris. 

C, 1. iim, Fust i li reis, ni oilssum damage ; 
J, 1. 265, Petit por mon oste fi'isse, 
Se cest don li escondOisse. 
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followed si H9 in Old French, and these may 
have controlled the one important construction 
where si was followed by the subjunctive. 

Proving that it was through such a process 
of ieveling that the indicative drove out the 
subjunctive in the protasis of the present con- 
dition contrary to fact is the survival of the 
imperfect subjunctive where que repeats si.n» 
Here the Latin subjunctive remained because 
the analogy affected only those cases where the 
subjunctive was preceded by si. The Modern 
French use of the subjunctive in all construc- 
tions where que repeats shi* is doubtless due 
to the unreal condition where the subjunctive 
is a survival of the Latin, as above indicated. 15* 

A further proof of the supposition that the 
imperfect subjunctive was supplanted by the 
indicative in the potasis of the unreal condition 
relating to the present, because it is preceded 
by si, is the fact that where si is omitted the 
subjunctive is still used. For instance, one 
says fut-il ici,firais,*5i but the moment the 
si is used the indicitive is required. J 54 Under 
the influence of the present unreal condition 
the indicative passed into the protasis of the 
past unreal condition. The persistence of the 
subjunctive in the past condition contrary to 

149 Cf. C, 1. 914 : Se truis Roltant, de mort li doins fidance; 

C, 1. 82 : S'il vuelt ostages, il en avrat par veir ; 
C, !. 273: Ne parlez mais, se jo nel vos comant; 
C, 1. 788: Deusmeconfondetse lagesteen desment; 
C. 1. 721 : Ja mais ne serai liede se vos me honireiz; 
Psaut. it Ox/., 136,6, Si je oblierai tei, a obliance 

seit dunee la meie destre ; 
Psaut. d'Oxf.,i3&, 7, Si je munterai el ciel, tu 

iluec Us ; 
T, 1. 154, Et se por lui soufiroie paine, 

Eien lc me prometoit a rendre ; 
Joinville, 24, il me demanda se je vouloie estre 

honorez; 
Y, p. 92, L'empereur donna aux seigneurs, Freres 

de Rodes, celle isle, s'ilz la povoient conquerer ; 
II, Esther, 1. 694, Si jamais a mes vceux vous futes 

favorable. 

150 Cf. EE, p. 404 : 

Si j'avais du papier 
De rames un millier, 
Et qu'il ne fust trop tard, 
Comme a mon amy seur, 
T'escrirois de bon cueur. 

151 Cf. S'il n' a que peu d'argent et qu'il veuille en avoir 
plus. 

152 Cf. quand, comme. lorsque , puisque , pendant que , etc., 
which keep the indicative when repeated by que . 

153 Cf. L. CUdat, §460. 

154 Cf. S'il etait ici, j'irais. 



fact until the present time, may be due in part 
to Latin influence. Also poets used the sub- 
junctive in rime when it would not have been 
used in prose. 
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THE SONNET FORMS OF IVY ATT 

AND SURREY. 
The following study is an examination of the 
form of the sonnets of Wyatt and Surrey, with 
reference to the Italian standards used by 
Petrarch, whom they translated and imitated. 
By the largest definition, the Petrarchan son- 
net consists of fourteen five-stressed iambic 
lines, grouped in two quatrains of two rimes 
each, and two tercets, forming a sestet, of two 
or three rimes. In all of Petrarch's sonnets 
the second quatrain repeats the rimes of the 
first ; and in all but three the arrangement of 
the second is identical with that of the first ; 
in three hundred and three out of three hun- 
dred and seventeen this is the enclosed rime 
(abba). The sestet of three rimes occurs in 
one hundred and eighty-seven sonnets, that of 
two in one hundred and thirty ; of these only 
four are concluded with a couplet. In but 
one does the sestet contain a rime from the 
quatrains. 
The most noticeable difference between 
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